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coercion or intimidation, to prevent others from entering or remaining in the 
service of their employer, is unlawful, Union Pac. R. Co. v. Ruef et al., i20 
Fed. o12; Butterick Pub. Co. v. Typog. Union, No. 6, Ioo N. Y. Supp. 292; 
Levy v. Rosenstein, 66 N. Y. Supp. IoI; but a broader and better doctrine 
that there may be a moral intimidation was announced by the Supreme Court 
of Massachusetts in Vegelahn v. Guntner, 167 Mass. 92; this was among the 
first of the judicial steps taken in this country towards overturning the rule 
permitting peaceable picketing and was a forerunner of the later rule that 
there can be no such thing as peaceable picketing and consequently, that all 
picketing is illegal. Franklin Union v. People, 220 Ill. 355; Beck v. Railway 
Teamsters Protective Union, 118 Mich. 497. Picketing will be enjoined as a 
continuing injury to business, notwithstanding it may be punishable as a 
crime, and the right to injuction against it has been based upon the ground 
that the aggrieved person is entitled to protection of his "probable expectancy," 
which is defined as the right to enjoy a free and natural condition of the 
labor market. Consolidating Steel, etc., Co. v. Murray, 8o Fed. 811; Arthur 
v. Oakes, 63 Fed. 310. 

TRIAL-REMARKS OF COUNSEL-EXCEPTIONS.-PRESSY V. RHODE ISLAND 
Co., 67 ATL. (R. I.) 447.-Held, an exception does not generally lie to the 
remark of counsel, but to the refusal to charge the jury in regard thereto, 
when reasonably requested so to do. 

This is rather an odd way of stating the rule which is usually put thus: 
"The remark must be objected to or called to the attention of the court in 
some way when made, or at least during the trial, that opportunity may be 
given to the court to prevent or correct any abuse." Ill. v. Evanston, I5o 
Ill. 6i6; State v. Ward, 6I Vt. 153; State v. Waters, 63 Me. 128. When no 
,exception is taken to the remarks of counsel, and no motion is made to 
exclude them, objection to them will not be considered on appeal. Nelson 
v. Shelby, etc., Co., 96 Ala. 5I5. If the court interferes and the objection- 
able remark is promptly withdrawn, the error will generally be deemed to 
be cured. Dunlap v. U. S., I65 U. S. 486, 498. An abuse of attorney's priv- 
ilege in this regard may be so flagrant as to warrant reversal, although the 
court and opposite counsel neglected to discharge their duty. Klink v. Peo- 
ple, i6 Colo. 467. It has been held that it is error for the court to allow 
counsel to discuss irrelevant matter before the jury, and that this error is not 
cured by the failure of opposite counsel to interpose objection at the time. 
Willis v. McNeill, 57 Tex. 465; Prather v. McClelland, 26 S. W. (Ct. of Civ. 
App., Tex., 1894) 657. It has been held that it is not necessary for the coun- 
sel to present point of objection, and if he does not do so, the duty is where 
it properly belongs, on the judge. Berry v. Georgia, Io Ga. 5Ii. 

TROVER AND CONVERSION-WHAT CONSTITUTES.-MEDINA GAS AND ELEC- 

TRIC LIGHT Co. V. BUFFALO LOAN, TRUST & SAFE DEPOSIT Co., 104 N. Y. SUPP. 
625. Plaintiff corporation executed to defendant, as trustee, a mortgage to 
secure the payment of certain bonds, depositing the bonds with defendant. 
Subsequently, one of the officers of the plaintiff, who owned practically the 
entire stock of the corporation, agreed with the defendant that the bonds in 
its possession should be pledged to it for his own individual indebtedness. 
Held, that the subsequent delivery of the bonds by the defendant to another 
constituted a conversion by the defendant of the bonds. Scott and Laughlin, 
JJ., dissenting. 
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